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Abstract 
This thesis explores the complex entanglements between governmentality, masculinity, 
health, and mateship in the television series Man Up (2016). Man Up was a three-part 
documentary series broadcast by the ABC in 2016 that explored how the ‘the pressure to be 
an Aussie man (is) fuelling a suicide crisis’ (Man Up, episode one: 2016). In this sense, the 
series was a direct intervention into the Australian population with an intention to benefit 
men’s lives. However, interventions come with specific presumptions that give shape to 
these issues. In this sense, I explore how Man Up constructed the problem of masculinity and 
mental health as one that concerns an exclusive type of man, and is principally focused on 
issues to do with emotionality and mateship. This effectively occludes those deeper 
problems to do with homophobia, sexism, and racism that have been a significant part of 
feminist, queer, and masculinity scholarship, which has major implications for the exclusive 
category of man the series is able to reach, and effectively reinforces rather than redefines 
masculine stereotypes. Further, by attempting to re-shape masculinity purely at the level of 
the self, Man Up reinforces neoliberal ideologies of health that make individuals responsible 
for themselves, rather than taking into consideration the social, economic, and political 
conditions of these men’s existence. In turn, I explore how the men of Man Up are also 
entangled within material realities, such as drought, globalisation, and shifting labour 
practices, in order to complicate the self-responsibilising logic of the text. In turn, I consider 
how Man Up might move beyond rigid categories of gender identity, by considering gender 
in relation to the ways in which it is entangled with more than social constructs.  
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Introduction 
Harden up. Suck it up. Man up. We’ve been telling our men this for years, but 
is it healthy? Suicide is now the leading cause of death for Australian men aged 
15-44. And alarming new research suggests that some men choose to take 
their own life, rather than appear weak by asking for help. Man Up… aims to 
get to the bottom of the male suicide crisis, effect real social change and 
hopefully even save lives. (Man Up ‘Mission Statement’ on website, 2016) 
In ABC’s Man Up (2016), host Gus Worland invites us into an Australian man’s world. In the 
first few minutes, we see Gus ‘living the dream’, laughing along with his mates at Triple M, 
grilling up snags on the BBQ, and doting over his family. He takes us around Australia in a 
collection of shots of male activity: workers labour at the construction site, Bushmen round 
up cattle in the outback, schoolboys play sport, and a group of burly men go on a fishing trip.  
In the series, these are the activities and sites that build a man’s world, as well as the 
Australian nation. But, they are also in danger. Amongst these images, we are shown shots of 
Gus’s best mate Angus, who sadly committed suicide in 2006. He was one of the 2000 men 
who commit suicide in Australia every year, with suicide being ‘the number one cause of 
death for an Aussie male between 15 and 44’ (Man Up, 2016: episode one). The statistics are 
undeniably upsetting, and for Gus, they are the catalyst for action and intervention. He 
subsequently embarks on a mission to get to the bottom of the male suicide crisis, following 
the notion that masculinity is fuelling this issue by teaching ‘men and boys to repress their 
emotion, to man up’ (Flood in Man Up, 2016). We’re asked, ‘Can Gus Worland change our 
minds about what it means to be an Aussie Man?’ (Man Up, 2016: episode one). In doing so, 
we’re asked to reconsider not just what it means to be an Aussie Man, but what it means to 
‘man up’.  
Man Up was a three-part documentary series broadcast in 2016 by the ABC as part of their 
mental health awareness week, and was principally financed by the Movember Foundation 
in association with the University of Melbourne. It was produced by Heiress Films 
production, ‘a factual production company that specialises in programs that tell personal 
stories on a large scale’ (Man Up website, 2016), which is exactly what Man Up aims to do, 
tell the personal stories of everyday Aussie blokes’ experiences with mental health and 
masculinity, and how they fit into the bigger picture of the male suicide crisis. The original 
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idea for the series came from Professor Jane Pirkis, the director of the Centre for Mental 
Health at the University of Melbourne who, after conducting a study of 16,000 Australian 
boys and men in 2013, found that ‘self-reliance’ and stoicism associated with male behaviour 
were major risk factors associated with suicidal thinking (Pirkis in Man Up website, 2016). 
She approached executive producer of Heiress Films, Jennifer Cummins, about how they 
could build a campaign that could ‘reduce male suicide in this country, and build emotionally 
stronger men’ (Cummins in Man Up website, 2016). To them, ‘Success will be knowing we 
have created a documentary that really can shift attitudes and views about traditional 
masculinity and might encourage those really stoic blokes who are used to bottling stuff up, 
to talk to others in times of need’ (Perkis in Man Up website, 2016).  
The kind of stoic blokes explored throughout the series are tradies, farmers, schoolboys, ex-
military officers, and a number of them were intimately involved with services centring 
around mateship, such as Mates4Mates and Mates in Construction. In episode one, in order 
to explore the ‘rules’ of being a man, Gus meets with men who work in construction, visits 
workers on the Lifeline1 nightshift, organises a ‘boys weekend’ with his mates, goes dirt-
biking on a cow ranch, and performs a social experiment where he ‘man hugs’ men on the 
street. In episode two, he visits farmers who are battling the rural suicide crisis, does nude 
yoga, goes on a sailing trip with a group of ex-military officers, and watches a masculinity 
workshop run for school boys. In episode three, he attempts to re-write the ‘man rules’ by 
creating an advertisement that asks men to ‘Speak Up’ in order to re-define what it means to 
‘man up’.2 Along with the series, Man Up is accompanied by a richly detailed interactive 
website, http://manup.org.au/, which will also be examined in my thesis.  
I took particular interest in this text, as I found it intriguing that the notion of masculinity as 
a construct was being taken seriously in the Australian public sphere, as something to 
question and deconstruct. I was curious to explore the way in which masculinity in its 
hegemonic form, which has for so long afforded the men who are able to access it so much 
social, cultural, and economic privilege, might actually be negatively impacting these same 
                                                          
1 Australian suicide prevention hotline 
2 While I am unable to explore each segment within the scope of my thesis, I attempt to give equal stage-time 
to scenes from each episode, and explore the scenes I found most relevant to Man Up’s understanding of 
masculinity, mateship, health, and government.  
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men’s lives. I was also curious to see to what extent the series was able to unsettle the 
masculine practices it considered to be so dangerous. But this analysis begs the question, 
who exactly is this man in Man Up? What is he doing that is considered so bad for his health? 
What parts of him are we trying to save and what are we trying to change? And why even 
consider him in relation to this crisis in the first place?  
Identifying masculinity as a contributing factor to men’s health has become a significant 
trend in health research. For Courtenay, a men’s health researcher, social pressures 
associated with being a man, such as beliefs that men are ‘independent, self-reliant, strong, 
robust and tough’ (2000: 1387) are causing men to undertake social practices that pose a 
risk to their health ‘in the pursuit of power and privilege’ (2000: 1388). He considers how 
the risks men pose to their own health through their ‘denial and disregard of physical 
discomfort, risk and health care needs are all means of demonstrating difference from 
women, who are presumed to embody these “feminine” characteristics’ (Courtenay, 2000: 
1390). Further, Psychologists Addis and Cohane draw attention to the ways in which 
changing men’s roles, substance abuse, and the underutilisation of health services are 
specifically gendered practices (2005: 634). According to Addis and Cohane, these practices 
effectively contribute to men’s poor mental health, and subsequently the suffering of 
‘families, communities, and places of work’ (2005: 634). They look beyond sex differences in 
order to consider how ‘gender, at all its levels of social formation, from the highly personal 
to the political, cultural, and economic, is linked to the experience and expression of mental 
health problems’ (Addis and Cohane, 2005: 634). These are both well-researched studies 
that take seriously masculinity and feminist theory as a basis for understanding men’s 
health, which is an effective way through which to conceive of the masculinity/mental health 
complexes playing out in Man Up.  
The type of traditional masculinity Courtenay and Addis and Cohane are concerned with is 
similar to the one found in Man Up, in the sense that they are ‘robust and tough’ (Courenay, 
2000: 1387), reluctant to seek help (Addis and Cohane, 2005: 634), and ‘hardened up’ (Man 
Up, episode one). However, Man Up often occludes the way in which the term ‘man’ is not a 
static or universalising term, but is effected by relations within masculinity and gender. 
There is no single masculinity that encompasses all men and simultaneously effects their 
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experiences with health in the same way. Masculinity is always relational. As argued by 
Raewyn Connell: 
Masculinity, to the extent the term can be briefly defined at all, is simultaneously a 
place in gender relations, the practices through which men and women engage that 
place in gender, and the effects of these practices in bodily experience, personality 
and culture (2005: 71).  
In turn, health practices would also be experienced differently in relation to varying 
hierarchies and constitutions of masculinity. In particular in Man Up, not just unhealthy 
practices, but the will to good health, are deeply embedded within masculine relations of 
nationhood and mateship, which is the point at which my thesis intervenes. The 
masculinities in Man Up are Australia’s most hegemonic masculinities, having occupied the 
space of the quintessential (white, heterosexual) Aussie bloke in Australia’s cultural and 
social landscape, where simply being a ‘recognisable ‘every bloke’’ effectively lends these 
men a ‘highly legitimated (and) centralised position’ (Beasley in Whitman, 2013: 51). 
Considering him in relation to this crisis was not just an effective way to engage one of our 
most treasured Aussie icons, the good bloke himself, but the attention of the nation.  
Throughout my thesis, I examine the ways in which Man Up is entangled within a complex 
web of masculinity, nationhood, mateship, health, and governance. In chapter one, I establish 
my method of enquiry, which involves analysing the text through a Foucauldian 
governmentality framework. More than just a documentary, Man Up is a direct intervention 
into the Australian population with an intention to benefit men’s lives. Broadcast by the 
Australian Broadcast Association (ABC), the series enters the realm of public policy via the 
ABC’s distinct role as a public service provider, which is responsible for delivering programs 
to the Australian public that often include notions of citizen betterment. I examine Man Up 
in relation to Carol Bacchi’s notion that ‘policies give shape to ‘problems’; they do not address 
them’ (Bacchi, 2009: x). In this sense, I explore how the text gives shape to the issue of 
masculinity and mental health as one that concerns an exclusive type of man, one that is 
heterosexual, white, and hegemonic, and is principally focused on issues to do with 
emotionality and mateship, which effectively occludes those deeper problems to do with 
homophobia and sexism that have been a significant part of masculinity scholarship. I will 
examine how these occlusions effectively reinforce, rather than re-define, the issue of 
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masculinity at hand, by occluding the crux of why these men feel unable to express emotions, 
due to their association with gay men, and later, women.  
In chapter two, I examine how Man Up makes mateship more than just an expression of 
friendship for men, but a health-seeking practice through the way in which it ideologically 
incites men to good health. I explore the more specific technologies of the self used by Man 
Up in order to intervene within and re-shape masculinity in a way that is deeply centred 
around mateship, such as workshops run for schoolboys. I will further explore how the 
concentration on mateship actively excluded women from Man Up’s narrative, which has 
implications for how the text was able to unsettle masculine norms that were closely linked 
to men’s issues to do with feminine expression.  
In chapter three, I explore the ways in which this masculinity/mental health/suicide crisis is 
about more than just cultural constructs of masculinity. I examine how material realities, 
such as drought and globalisation are deeply embedded within lived experiences of mental 
health and masculinity, and would be particularly so for these men in Man Up, whose labour 
is so critical to their value as men, and as Australians. I re-situate my analysis within a 
governmentality framework, whereby I examine how these do-it-yourself masculinity 
projects are based around a self-responsibilising discourse that produces the idea that the 
will to prevent suicide is within each man, if only they can reinvent their masculinity in the 
way Man Up re-defines it (still tough, but more emotionally expressive). In this sense, I more 
broadly critique the way in which health policies that focus upon individual self-
improvement as the site of the solution to problems, effectively end up placing enormous 
pressure on individuals to become responsible for their own lives, which could in turn trap 
them in a cycle of failure if the social conditions of their lives don’t change.  
First, I will explore how Man Up builds this man that is at the centre of the nation’s concern 
through the very masculinities it chose to explore: your everyday, Good Aussie Bloke.   
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Chapter One. Building the Man: Who is the Man in 
Man Up? 
Masculinity in the context of health, nationhood, and government 
From the outset, Man Up is entangled within a complex web of masculinity, nationhood, 
health, and governance. While each thread in this web has its own complex meanings and 
functions, it is not possible to understand the full extent of Man Up’s purpose without 
considering the interrelation between them. In turn, we can situate ourselves within the 
context in which Man Up makes its meaning matter. It is useful to first examine the 
relationship between form and function, that being the medium in which Man Up is produced 
(documentary), and the function the text is supposed to serve (public health policy aimed at 
improving the well-being of citizens).  
Documentary and health policy effectively work together as very powerful forms of truth-
making practice in their capacity to act as legitimate sources of knowledge. Documentaries 
provide audiences with ‘evidence from the world’ which effectively allows the genre to 
‘govern objectivity’ through its precise ‘selection and arrangement of facts, (and) voices of 
authentication’ (Nichols, 1991: ix-x, original emphasis). Through the well-crafted framing of 
the high suicide rates amongst men, segments based around the experiences of ‘real’ 
‘everyday’ Aussie blokes such as tradies, farmers, and school boys, and interviews with 
accepted authoritative bodies of knowledge on the matter of mental health and masculinity, 
such as psychologists and masculinity sociologists, Man Up effectively establishes a problem 
space that gives shape to the masculinity/mental health issue as one that is a) in crisis, and 
in need of immediate attention, and b), concerns a specific type of masculinity: the good 
(normative) Aussie Bloke.  
In turn, the documentary format works as to enact public health policy, given the accepted 
presumption that policies will help fix or ‘solve ‘social problems’’ (Bacchi, 2009: x, original 
emphasis) by intervening within populations. Population gives government its purpose. 
Concerned with the ‘welfare of the population, the improvement of its condition, the increase 
of its wealth, longevity, health, etc.’ (Foucault, 1991: 100), governments effectively act upon 
11 
 
the population through technologies. Man Up was not discrete about its intentions to do this; 
by getting ‘to the bottom of the male suicide crisis’, it explicitly aimed to ‘effect real social 
change and hopefully even save lives’ (Man Up ‘Mission Statement’ on website, 2016).  
Policies, however, come pre-packaged with certain ideas and values, in the sense that the 
‘notion of ‘fixing’ carries with it an understanding that something needs to be ‘fixed’, that 
there is a problem’ (Bacchi, 2009: ix, original emphasis). This is not to doubt that male suicide 
is a problem, but that the problem itself is defined by Man Up as one that concerns an almost 
exclusively heterosexual, white, working-middleclass masculinity, and can be fixed by 
‘technologies’ (Foucault in Besley, 2009: 84) of self-improvement that involve greater levels 
of emotionality, as well as stronger ideological ties to mateship. This occludes the many other 
factors entangled within this issue, such as sexuality, race, women, and external social and 
economic conditions. In this sense, ‘policies give shape to ‘problems’; they do not address 
them’ (Bacchi, 2009: x), which is where my thesis intervenes and critiques. As argued by 
Foucault, ‘a critique does not consist in saying that things aren’t good the way they are. It 
consists in seeing what type of assumptions, of familiar notions, of established, unexamined 
ways of thinking the accepted practices are based' (Foucault, 1994 in Bacchi 2009: xv).  
Hetero/Hegemonic/Homosocial Bonds  
What does it do then to situate a study of Australian masculinity within the context of health? 
As argued by Crawford, ‘health is constructed in relation to social structures and experience 
and systematically articulated with other meanings and practices’ (2006: 405). In this sense, 
Man Up is inextricably tied up with meaning-making practices beyond that of decreasing 
suicide rates amongst men. It is deeply embedded within those discourses it evokes in order 
to target its audience, specifically, mateship and nationhood, which produces a rather 
hegemonic form of masculinity in the text. From the outset, Gus tells us, ‘we have to find a 
way to talk as a nation’ about male suicide. But who is the man at the centre of the nation’s 
concern?  
The concern we have for anything has a lot to do with who is experiencing what in a given 
historical moment. It is no coincidence then that the masculinities at the centre of Man Up 
aren’t just labourers and larrikins, they are mostly white, heterosexual, working-middleclass 
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men: the quintessential sons of the Australian nation. These are the men who quite literally 
settled, built, and defended our nation. The national memories of hardship evoked by their 
stories makes it impossible for the nation to turn their back on them: the farmer who 
suffered through drought, the construction worker who labours over heavy machinery for 
ten hours a day, the military officer who sustained injuries from war. These everyday blokes 
are Australia’s battlers, which while ‘presented as representing all ‘mainstream’ Australians’ 
(Whitman, 2013: 51), are actually confined to a limited category of ‘Anglo-Celtic male’ 
(Wright in Whitman, 2013: 51). The men in Man Up are predominantly white, but the 
category of whiteness and the privilege of its normative position is made invisible by the 
battler status, and the presumed struggle battlers face within Australia. In turn, the 
whiteness of the battler not only renders marginalised groups invisible in Man Up’s cultural 
landscape, but the ‘systems of marginalisation’ (Andersen in Whitman, 2013: 51) that 
produce whiteness as a normative, and thus hegemonic category are made invisible too. This 
effectively delimits the scope of who can be considered an Aussie battler, and thus a ‘real’ 
Australian man in Man Up.  
While there is one instance where race is acknowledged in the text, Man Up occludes how 
the problem at hand is intrinsically linked to the ongoing privilege of these very same (white) 
battlers. On a country radio show, Gus chats with an Aboriginal man who calls up to discuss 
how suicide rates are ‘twice as high’ (Man Up, episode 2) in the Indigenous community. Yet 
instead of acknowledging how this is owed to histories of colonisation, violence, and the 
ongoing systemic destruction of Aboriginal culture and lives, Gus responds, ‘So, do you think 
it’s got to do with masculinity, mate?’, and then ends their interaction.  In turn, race, and the 
systems of power that subordinate race whilst simultanesouly producing the privileged 
category of whiteness, become displaced for a homogenising form of masculinity that fits the 
battler narrative.3  
                                                          
3 While I would have liked to have had a larger section or chapter dedicated to whiteness and the marginalisation 
of race in Man Up, it was unfortunately outside the scope of this thesis. However, I acknowledge that the occlusion 
of race is a critical way through which the centrality of white men become further validated as the normative, 
authentic masculinity in Australia through Man Up.  
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I now want to take a closer look at who the man is in Man Up, and perhaps more importantly, 
who he isn’t, through a close reading of the ‘hardened up’ (Man Up, episode one) masculinity 
explored in the construction workers segment. In this section of the text, Gus meets with 
construction site safety supervisor Steve Toyer (Figure 1.) at a work site to discuss how the 
industry has taken it upon themselves to reduce the high levels of suicide amongst 
construction workers. They discuss how the pressure to ‘harden up’ on the construction site 
is leaving men unable to open up about their feelings during times of hardship, which 
eventually culminates in Steve sharing his own experience of his attempted suicide.  
Working in a job that ‘demands strength and endurance’, tradies are described as the ‘one’s 
you’d least expect’ to be at risk of suicide (Man Up, episode one). However, as Operations 
Manager John Brady highlights, suicide rates amongst tradies are two and a half times the 
national average (Man Up, episode one). The segment contains numerous slow-motion shots 
of men at work; power tools, heavy machinery, dirty boots, jackhammers, handshakes and 
pats on the back are all key points at which men’s hands come into contact with objects and 
other male bodies. They’re ‘our workers, our construction workers’ (Brady in Man Up, 
episode one, emphasis added); they literally build the Australian nation. However, they are 
also ‘the handymen who will fix almost anything, except perhaps themselves’ (Man Up, 
episode one), thus requiring the need for intervention. It is useful to consider how tradies 
are constituted as masculine subjects through a stark display of homosocial bonds between 
Figure 1. Site Manager Steve Toyer (left) and host Gus Worland. Man Up, episode one: 2016 
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men and objects, culminating in a form of hegemonic masculinity that privileges bodily 
performance and heteronormativity.  
What makes a tradie masculine? His capacity to master the use of objects (jackhammers, 
saws, drills, heavy power tools) as well as his ability to endure their use for up to ten hours 
a day constitutes his masculinity through his ‘bodily capacities’ (Donaldson in Connell, 2005: 
55). A hard day’s work is exemplified by what is projected onto, and through the body: aching 
muscles, a sweaty brow, and dirty shoes and clothes. His body, and maintenance of his body, 
is his means to wealth and resources, both in terms of the economic capital needed to sustain 
himself and his family, and the social and cultural capital required to sustain a masculine 
identity on the construction site, and within the cultural landscape of Australia.  
This subjectivity is highly regulated by the policing of men’s performance by other men on 
the site. When Gus enters the construction site, his new blue steel cap boots are described as 
‘too clean’ by safety manager Steve Toyer. ‘The boys will laugh at you mate’, he exclaims, as 
he rubs his own dirty boot onto Gus’s. In turn, he imparts onto Gus some of the necessary 
traits that make him passable on the construction site, that being visible dirtiness as a symbol 
of hard work, and the ability to cop a bit of light banter. However, he simultaneously 
distances intimacy from their interaction by signaling Gus’s masculine faux pas. This 
distancing works much like Eve Sedgwick’s notion of homosocial bonding, whereby male-to-
male bonds exist on ‘a continuum between homosocial and homosexual—a continuum 
whose visibility, for men, in our society, is radically disrupted’ (2015: 1-2). This entire 
continuum is what Sedgwick considers ‘male homosocial desire’ (2015: 2). Here, Steve 
disrupts the continuum of intimacy in their interaction by calling Gus out, specifically using 
the boot as an object through which to route their interaction.  
He attempts to displace Gus further by startling him with the rev of a jackhammer, but Gus 
combats his bravado by making a joke. Gus flings his arms up in the air and squeals ‘Oh, stop 
it!’ in a fashion that can be used to mock the stereotypically feminine traits that are 
associated with women or gay men. In patriarchal ideology, gayness works as ‘the repository 
of whatever is symbolically expelled form hegemonic masculinity’ which effectively allows it 
to be ‘easily assimilated to femininity’ (Connell, 2005: 43). In turn, the distancing of 
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homosexuality and women is used by Gus to combat Steve’s homosocial one-upmanship, 
signifying how male-to-male bonds are required to be heterosexual (Sedgwick, 2015: 3). This 
can be actively enacting by men through mocking ‘performed femininity and/or same-sex 
desire’, whilst ‘assuring themselves and others that such an identity is one deserving of 
derisive laughter’ (Pascoe, 2005: 339). After Gus’s joke, Steve stops badgering Gus and allows 
him to use the jackhammer, signifying his acceptance into the construction site. Not only then 
is the construction worker’s world ‘designated as male, it is also defined as heteroseuxal’ 
(Paap in Iacuone, 2005: 248). 
The rigidity in which sexuality and masculinity is policed on the construction site has 
implications for the extent to which Gus and Steve are able to unsettle the masculine norm 
of stoicism defined as the cause of the problem. When Gus and Steve sit down to discuss 
Steve’s own suicide attempt, they have already set the limits of where their interaction can 
go, effectively ensuring that the forthcoming discussion about their feelings cannot surpass 
the bounds of accepted emotional expression amongst men. When Steve breaks down 
discussing his own suicide, a deeply painful and touching moment, the camera zooms in on 
Steve before cutting away to Gus’s own face looking away, as Steve apologises, ‘Sorry mate, 
just give me a moment’. We later see Gus cry in the break room, however, their tears are 
never shed together. While the more rigid norms of masculine are slightly jimmied apart by 
Steve opening up to Gus, their constrained interaction speaks to the limits of homosocial 
bonding that were clearly prevalent on the construction site, such as the anxiety and 
discomfort prevalent within male-male interactions that centre around emotional 
expression.  
As we move further through the episode, the concentration on homosocial bonds as a form 
of emotional expression allows us to see how the man at the centre of Man Up’s concern is 
strictly heterosexual. This has direct implications for demarcating hegemonic masculinity by 
determining whose masculinity constitutes the ‘man’, whose masculinity is worth our time 
and resources, and who wasn’t ‘man enough’ to make the cut. As argued by Connell, ‘different 
masculinities do not sit side-by-side like dishes on a smorgasbord… there are relations of 
hierarchy, for some masculinities are dominant while others are marginalized or discredited’ 
(Connell, 1998: 4). This is not to say that some of the men interviewed in the show could not 
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have been gay, but that discussions centring on emotionality and relationships operated 
within a strictly heteronormative framework.  
This issue is exemplified in a segment at the 
end of episode one, where Gus attempts to 
‘man hug’ strangers on the street (Figure 2). 
This is a scene that is so self-aware of how 
heavily male-to-male physical contact is 
policed, yet is unable to reach the central 
critique of how heterosexual relations of 
power enforce these boundaries. In the 
scene, Gus attempts to hug men whilst 
sociologist Michael Flood, and sports 
commentator Anthony Maroon critique his 
performance in a van, looking on with hidden cameras. It is a hyper exaggerated version of 
what men (and women) experience every day. Our bodily comportment is watched, judged, 
and kept in check by an internalised sense that others out there are doing the watching and 
judging. The presence of sports commentator Anthony Maroon exemplifies this feeling even 
further, given that his profession makes him an expert in judging the accepted ways men’s 
bodies can come into contact with one another in a strictly non-sexual way on the sports 
field. In using him in this scene, Man Up effectively pulls out all stops to make sure the heteros 
at home don’t feel uncomfortable with an excessive amount of male-to-male contact, given 
that Anthony will be there to keep it in check. Asking Anthony what he thinks of the 
experiment, he responds, ‘Mate it’s absolutely up there with the biggest of grand finals and 
origins and everything’.  
In the scene, Michael describes the Man Hug as ‘an a-frame hug, absolutely no contact below 
the chest. You don’t linger, kissing’s out, two or three firm pats, and then you’re out’. After 
hugging two men at once, Gus gets the two to hug each other before jokingly exclaiming, 
‘You’re looking like you’re enjoying it a little too much maybe’. This effectively determines 
the heteronormative frame of the text by defining what is normal and acceptable contact 
between men (physical contact for the sake of friendship), and what is ‘too much’, and thus 
Figure 2. Gus and two strangers perform the ‘Man Hug’. Man 
Up, episode one: 2016 
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wrong (sexual pleasure gained from male contact). As Evers argues, ‘You are allowed to be 
with ‘the boys’, but not to desire them’ (2009: 896). The hug plays black in slow-motion; it 
gives us time to pin point where the encounter may have pushed the boundaries of accepted 
physical intimacy too far. Perhaps their hips touched, or someone lingered too long. Gus’s 
joke, performed at the expense of gay men’s relationships, speaks directly to Sedgwick’s 
notion that the homosexual/homosocial continuum must be interrupted if male intimacy is 
to remain within accepted bounds (Sedgwick, 2015: 2), and exemplifies the ways in which 
forms of male bonding come with anxiety and denial about the pleasure of male interaction 
on the grounds of sexuality. Here, Man Up stumbles into a heterosexual wall, and effectively 
loses out on making more radical progress in re-shaping male-to-male intimate 
relationships.  
In this sense, male homosocial bonds are intimately tied up with the ways in which 
‘compulsory heterosexuality’ (Rich in Connell, 2005: 104) is enforced upon men, particularly 
through bodily experience (Connell, 2005: 123). The process of masculinisation is intricately 
linked to ‘perception and sexual arousal’, which is experienced through desire strictly for the 
other (women), effectively training the body to experience a capacity for sensations that 
include sexual arousal towards women only (Connell, 2005: 123). Not only does Gus’s joke 
here route their interaction through a strictly non-sexual path, it puts a lid on their capacity 
for sensation by determining what amount of contact is “too much” pleasure between men.  
But Man Up is not completely unaware of how homosexuality is implicated within male 
bonding. However, it chooses to repress its inclusion as a part of its narrative. During the 
scene, sociologist Michael Flood describes how: 
One of the biggest things that stops men from being close friends, from 
expressing affection, from giving each other affectionate, close hugs is the fear 
of being seen as gay and the fear of your mate, even someone who knows you 
well, being like, “What’s going on there? Is he trying to cop a feel or something? 
Is he interested?” I think that’s absolutely central to male intimacy. We lose 
out massively, men lose out in terms of the quality of our friendships, and 
where it matters particularly is when there’s a crisis. (Man Up, episode one). 
There it is. A fundamental flaw underlying male-to-male relationships is the disdain that 
some men have for homosexuality, which is relegated to the 53rd minute of the episode, and 
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never spoken of again. The scene moves swiftly back into a discussion purely about men 
struggling with vulnerability rather than homophobia. ‘There’s no doubt about it’, Gus says, 
‘showing vulnerability is something that a lot of blokes struggle with, and they see that as a 
weakness, as something that is unmanly. I personally think that if you’re showing 
vulnerability, it’s a good thing, it’s actually showing strength’. It moves the discourse back 
into a highly individualistic framework that says, ‘Hey if this hetero is okay being vulnerable, 
then so can I!’ which effectively displaces deeply embedded histories of internalised 
homophobia and misogyny for a much quicker fix. It further reinforces the need to reaffirm 
every instance of emotion as being an act of strength, and thus an act of masculine 
expression.   
In this sense, Man Up is wrapped up in a rather paradoxical, and perhaps inescapable, form 
of governance; it aims to offer men an outlet for their emotions and difficulties with 
masculinity, whilst still holding them to a standard of hegemonic masculinity that requires 
the distancing of intimacy, which they defined as causing the initial problem. Further, they 
are wrapped in a narrative that tells them to ‘reach out’ (Man Up, episode one), which makes 
them personally responsible for managing these paradoxical imperatives to be strong, yet 
vulnerable, whilst still internalising a difference from women and gay men. This is a constant 
struggle that Man Up is battling with; it reaches out for emotional expression between men, 
but then slams into a very heterosexual wall. ‘Reach out to your mates’, it says, but don’t 
become feminine. ‘Reach out to your mates’, but don’t become gay.  
One of the most powerful lines of demarcation between masculinities today is between 
heterosexual and homosexual masculinities (Connell, 1998: 4). This line can be actively 
defined in numerous ways and with varying levels of impact, including the use of 
homophobic slurs such as ‘fag’, ‘gay’ or ‘no homo’ as both jokes or more sinister forms of 
insult, ‘unreasonable work expectations and career restrictions’ (Flood and Hamilton, 2005: 
4), unfair legal rights, physical and sexual violence, and at worst, murder. In Man Up, 
homosexuality, while barely acknowledged at all, is persistently present in policing how men 
act, and thus in determining how Man Up’s masculinities ‘come into existence’ (Connell, 
1998: 4) as principally heteronormative masculinities. In turn, the therapy that these 
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straight blokes receive, such as the ‘Man Hug’ or the workshops which will be explored in 
chapter two, often come at the cost of reinforcing the subordination of gay masculinities.  
Further, gay men’s experience with depression and suicide receives zero mention, except on 
a facts and figures page on their website, where it is acknowledged that ‘same-sex attracted 
Australians have up to 14x higher rates of suicide attempts than their heterosexual peers’ 
(Man Up website, ‘The Stats’, 2016). It is not then, that Man Up accidentally missed this 
crucial fact in their study of Australia’s suicide crisis. They are well aware of this ongoing 
issue within the LGBTQ community and actively chose not to explore it in their public 
campaign, as gay masculinities seemingly do not fit the brief of what your mate next door 
looks like. Consequently, ‘real’ masculinity (the Man) becomes defined by its distance from 
what gets rejected or displaced entirely (homosexuality) (Connell, 2005: 40), and gay 
masculinities effectively become discredited within Man Up’s cultural landscape. It is 
possible that the form of masculinity causing distress to men is strictly a 
heterosexual/hegemonic issue, hence why they only chose to explore heterosexual men’s 
experiences with depression and suicide. However, given how inextricably linked 
homophobia, depression, and suicide are in the LGBTQ community (Flood and Hamilton, 
2005), this is a fairly soft excuse for a publicly broadcast series attempting to explore and aid 
the suicide crisis in Australia.  
In turn, while Man Up is able to parody the way men’s physical contact is policed through the 
hyper exaggeration of this policing using the van and a sports commentator, there is a 
constant refrain from ever actually dealing with the subject of homophobia, and homosexual 
intimacy, which is where Man Up effectively hits a wall, leaving it unable in this instance to 
unsettle the accepted practices of masculinity it defines as being the cause of the problem.  
This is not uncommon in projects that attempt to redefine masculine practice. As witnessed 
by Connell in her life-history study of several men who actively questioned and aimed to 
‘annihilate’ their sense of masculinity: 
To undo masculinity is to court a loss of personality structure that may be 
quite terrifying: a kind of gender vertigo. There are consequently strong 
motives to set limits to the loss of structure. Such limits are visible in the 
paradoxical assertion of the masculine self in the act of renunciation. They are 
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also visible in the maintenance of a heterosexual sensibility and heterosexual 
object-choice. (2005: 137) 
It is clear then that in attempting to redefine masculine sensibilities, other boundaries can 
become further fortified. Like Connell’s men, the men of Man Up who actively tried to expose 
themselves to greater levels of vulnerability and emotionality found ways to reify a sense of 
masculinity through more rigid expressions of heterosexuality (jokes about, or distancing 
themselves from homosexuality, and later, references to women). If change is to encompass 
the radical goal set out by Man Up, if change is to involve actually saving lives, then there 
must be some level of discomfort involved at the level of hegemonic masculine practice. It is 
not possible to hold on to the same privileges and positions of power that have subordinated 
women and gay men throughout history, whilst getting to participate in the same social 
practices of emotional expression that these subordinated groups have been critiqued, 
mocked, or even assaulted for partaking in.  
It is clear then, that Man Up’s Man is not an all-encompassing Australian male, but a very 
specific form of Australian masculinity that actively excludes women and homosexuality. 
Further, Man Up suggests that these man can ‘DIY’ their own masculinity, without the need 
to consider their relations to women or non-heterosexual men, which effectively represses 
different points of view from Man Up’s narrative that may have considered the multiple ways 
we exist in the world. This type of masculinity could best described as Aussie mateship, 
which will be the focus of the next chapter.  
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Chapter Two. Coming Undone: Making Mateship 
Healthy(?) 
‘Hey, mate! Help your nation!' 
Scrolling through Man Up’s website, I come across a big gold button to a link titled ‘HELP A 
MATE’. It takes me to a page filled with a list of fantastic mental health services offered to the 
Australian community, including Lifeline, MensLine, the Black Dog Institute, and Headspace. 
What strikes me here is how Man Up uses mateship as a method to incite men to enact the 
health-seeking behavior it considers so valuable (‘reaching out’ to your mates). In this sense, 
expressions of mateship in Man Up work much like the Althusserian notion of ideology, 
whereby not only are certain individuals constituted as subjects in relation to an imagined 
representation of mateship, they are hooked into enacting certain behaviours associated 
with being a mate by the offer of this fantasy form of selfhood. In turn, reaching out to your 
mates is not just made to be a healthy expression of friendship amongst men, but also an 
expression of good health, and good citizenship. However, this is a deliberately exclusive 
category of masculinity which has implications for who will be reached by, and who can 
benefit from this form of ideology, particularly Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people 
and women.4 
Today, mateship holds strong in the Australian cultural landscape. In the 1990s, former 
Prime Minister John Howard even went so far as to propose mateship be included in the 
Australian Constitution. As argued by Page, ‘One could even suggest that mateship is 
beginning to take on the status of a national ideology, that is, something a nation believes to 
be a defining characteristic’ (Page, 2002: 193).  However, the way people live out experiences 
of mateship in Australia has been rather exclusively linked with masculinity (Bell, Colling, 
Murrie in Butera, 2008: 266), in the sense that ‘the tenets of loyalty, non-pretentiousness 
and stoicism (combined) with the ideals of fairness, self-sufficiency and egalitarianism’ play 
                                                          
4 This is not to suggest that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people may not be included in discussions of 
mateship in a broader sense, but that in Man Up this particular form of mateship was highly colonial, and thus 
exclusive. Similarly for women who may consider mateship an important value, this is not to argue that they 
cannot participate in mateship practices, but that they were deliberately excluded from Man Up’s version of the 
term. 
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out specifically in ‘the everyday practice of men’s friendships’ (Butera, 2008: 265). As found 
by Butera in her study of performative masculinity and mateship in the 21st century, ‘the 
ideals of self-sufficiency, light-hearted camaraderie and emotional suppression, which are 
seen as behavioural norms of mateship, remain important to the notions of self-identity’ 
(2008: 266) of the men she interviewed. While she found that, particularly amongst young 
men, there was growing room for greater emotional expression in men’s friendships, 
meaning that mateship could be considered as not fixed but a ‘dynamic construction’ (Murrie 
in Butera, 2008: 266), these new modes of mateship were still a ‘‘watered down’ version of 
the traditional mode’ (279). I would also take Butera’s argument further, and suggest that 
the exclusion of race, women, and homoerotic intimacy, is not just part and parcel of 
mateship, but a necessary exclusion that is actively enacted in solidifying male bonding via 
mateship. 
The exclusive category of mateship has major implications then for who is going to be helped, 
and who can do the helping, by determining who is being subjected to the moral code held 
up by Man Up, and thus determining who exactly constitutes a mate. This can be read 
effectively by considering mateship in relation to Teresa de Lauretis’s understanding of 
Louis Althusser’s notion of ideology: 
When Althusser wrote that ideology represents “not the system of the real 
relations which govern the existence of individuals, but the imaginary 
relation of those individuals to the real relations in which they live” and which 
govern their existence, he was also describing, to my mind exactly, the 
functioning of gender. (de Lauretis, 1987: 6). 
In this sense, the men of Man Up aren’t governed by some definitive law that says ‘you have 
to help your mates, otherwise you are a bad man and an even worse Australian’, but by an 
imagined relationship to their male friends as not being simply companions, but mates. They 
are deeply embedded then in histories of mateship, which according to Man Up’s website, are 
‘believed to have originated on the First Fleet’ as ‘convicts were forbidden from using their 
names, so they began calling each other mate (from “shipmate”)’ (Man Up website, ‘The Mate 
Test’, 2016). So in subscribing to these imagined relations of mateship, men are not only able 
to reify their sense of Australian citizenry, but their masculinity. This sort of colonial 
narrative has implications for how Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander men can be 
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included/excluded from narratives of mateship as their histories and lived experiences in 
Australia have been displaced, brutalised, and made invisible by this very same ideology now 
claiming to be ‘saving men’s lives’ (Man Up, ‘The Mate Test’ on website: 2016). This causes 
major issues for how Man Up would suggest using mateship as a solution to the higher rates 
of suicide experienced in Indigenous communities, which are two times the national average 
(ABS in Department of Health, 2013). 
Where Man Up makes mateship a health-making practice is by getting men to become active 
mates through the process of interpellation. As argued by Althusser, interpellation is ‘the 
process whereby a social representation is accepted and absorbed by an individual as her 
(or his) own representation, and so becomes, for that individual, real, even though it is in fact 
imaginary’ (in de Lauretis, 1987: 12). So when Man Up leads it men to click on the ‘HELP A 
MATE’ button, to ask a mate how he’s going, to go on a boy’s trip, to perhaps even engage 
with a service like Mate4Mate, they are not simply calling out ‘hey, you! Help your nation!’, 
but ‘hey, mate!’. In turn not only do certain men become validated as Good Aussie Blokes by 
enacting the social representation of mateship imagined by Man Up, they actively uphold the 
moral health code of mateship by enacting these ‘life-saving’ values. This can be seen in the 
use of the ANZAC digger on Man Up’s ‘Mate Test’: 
It was the actions of the Diggers in WWI that cemented mateship as a defining 
Australian characteristic. The bond these men formed during battle is often 
said to be the only thing that got them through. In the face of unimaginable 
suffering these brave blokes found a way to endure through the shared 
strength of the man next to them in the trench. This same bond – mateship – 
is now helping Australia fight a national mental health crisis. (Man Up, ‘The 
Mate Test’ on website: 2016) 
The Man Up campaign asks men to become good mates to their male friends in need by 
evoking a very specific idea of what it means to be a ‘good mate’ (bonding over hardship), 
which effectively becomes synonymous with being a ‘good Australian’. In the passage, 
mateship is first identified as a characteristic of WWI Diggers, which attaches these mates 
in crisis to a thick patriotic skin. Mateship thus becomes a way to appeal to the sympathy of 
the nation, or to garner their support by suggesting that the ideals men fought for in WWI, 
and now cling to as Australian citizens are at risk of being lost or damaged. The WWI Digger 
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effectively becomes the modern Aussie bloke, tied together by their mutual need for 
mateship, and their desire to protect the values of Australia. To ignore their experience, is 
thus to abandon or betray the nation.  
Comparatively, the therapies that get rejected by Gus are forms that centre far less on the 
rigidity of mateship, but bodily vulnerability. For example, when Gus attends nude yoga in 
episode two, a form of physical therapy for men that is performed in the nude, Man Up 
premises this practice as being ‘strictly non-sexual’ (Man Up, episode two). The 
masculinities at the nude yoga activity were far less rigidly masculine than those found in 
other environments such as the farm and the construction site, and were described with 
tongue in cheek as a space where ‘men explore their softer sides’. Being a ‘softer’ form of 
masculinity, Man Up’s need to reaffirm that this was a ‘safe-space’ (Gee in Man Up, episode 
two) and ‘strictly non-sexual’ were further emphasised. However, Gus brushes the exercise 
off as ‘not for me’, and describes how if he’d ‘have been naked (he) probably wouldn’t have 
been able to cope with it all’. In turn, Man Up distances itself from those therapies that 
actually involve tackling a certain level of discomfort with intimacy, and reifies its quest for 
mateship by moving on to exploring more stiffly maintained mateships amongst school 
boys, farmers, and military men.  
I want to look now at the more specific technologies of the self Man up used in order make 
men over, which in the series was quite persistently located at the level of the body via 
emotion, and often enacted through talking therapies.  
Therapy amongst school boys 
In Man Up, the segment that receives the most “therapy-time” is a school workshop run by 
Tom Harkin, a ‘people development expert’ (Tom Harkin website, no date). In the segment, 
Tom specifically works with a group of school boys, and has ‘designed a program to 
deconstruct masculinity in a way that (doesn’t) shame young men for living a stereotype but 
instead (creates) an honest conversation amongst their mates about whether the stereotype 
we are holding ourselves up to is working for us’ (Tom Harkin website, ‘Tomorrow Man’, no 
date). Tom is firm about his quest for honesty at the school, especially amongst mates. When 
he first greets the boys, he tells them, ‘I want to have an honest conversation with you. I want 
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to talk to you the way you would talk to your mates’. Again, mateship becomes the driving 
force through which these intimate discussions amongst men become possible.  
Having already discussed mateship at some length, I am more so interested at this point in 
Tom’s emphasis on honesty. Asking the boys to be honest, to be truthful about their 
masculinity, effectively works as a direct intervention into the self. Like Foucault’s games of 
truth, these exercises work as an ‘ascetic practice of self-formation’ (Besley, 2009: 79), 
whereby ascetic means an ‘exercise of self upon self by which one attempts to develop and 
transform oneself, and to attain a certain mode of being’ (Foucault in Besley, 2009: 79). For 
Tom and the boys, the literal truth games they play in the segment aim to confront the boys 
about certain aspects of their masculinity that they may not be owning up to, and in turn 
create a space where they feel like they can be their true, and thus better selves, whereby 
better means greater emotional expression amongst mates. It is not that Tom wants to 
annihilate stereotypical masculine traits altogether, but to get the boys to become more 
expressive about how they feel about them. ‘The last thing I’d ever want to do’, Tom says, ‘is 
to convince guys not to be men’ (Man Up, episode two, emphasis added).  
Tom begins the first truth game in the 
session by having the boys paint each 
other’s nails (Figure 3), with the aim to 
‘confront the boys and challenge their 
masculinity’. The boys perform the task, 
laughing, looking slightly awkward, but 
still clearly enjoying themselves. One boy 
jokes, ‘Mum’s gonna freak out!’ References 
to women are littered throughout the 
segment, always on the periphery of 
discussions of masculinity, but never dealt with, which will play an important part in my 
analysis later. After the boys settle down, Tom asks them, ‘Who made the rule that guys can’t 
wear red nail polish?’ He is met with silence, and responds, ‘No one knows, it’s kind of just 
there, like that’s just given’. Here, Tom gives us a neat quasi-Foucauldian description of the 
ways codes of conduct become accepted by society, and thus act as taken for granted 
Figure 3. The school boys display their painted nails.  
Man Up, episode two: 2016 
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assumptions of rule. He launches into an analysis of what it means ‘to be a man’ by asking 
the boys to shout out things they talk about with their mates, as well as things guys don’t do: 
sport, chicks, don’t cry, don’t cook (Bacon and eggs is the exception to this rule). For the boys, 
these are all learned truths about gender through which they have ‘regulated others and 
have regulated themselves’ (Rose in Besley, 2009: 77). This is where Tom wants to intervene. 
‘You keep it (masculine norms) going by saying the rules all the time’, he says, which puts 
pressure on boys to live up to a standard that may not work out for them, in terms of 
relationships and personal fulfilment.   
Tom’s technique for intervention is an exercise called ‘Step to the line’, whereby a white line 
is erected down the centre of the room, and the boys must step to the line if they have 
experienced any of the pressures, feelings, and issues he brings up. This game works much 
like Foucault’s notion of confession, whereby the verbalised techniques of confession, 
including those ‘technologies’ administered by experts (eg. Tom) for ‘speaking, listening… 
and redistributing what is said’, effectively allow one to confess their ‘innermost thoughts, 
feelings, attitudes, desires and motives about the self and one’s relationship with others’ in 
order to access an ‘inner self or ‘truth’’ (Besley, 2009: 84-85). As one becomes known to 
others involved in the therapeutic process, they have the capacity to ‘constitute, positively, a 
new self’ (Foucault in Besley, 2009: 83). In the game, Tom asks the boys to confess (by 
stepping to the line) if they’ve ever been made to feel pressure to live up to the expectations 
of manliness discussed earlier, if they’ve cried (in the last year, 6 months, 3 months, month, 
week, 24 hours), if they’ve felt emotionally down and didn’t know how to solve it, and if they 
didn’t ask for help.  
At this point, there are only a few boys on the line, one who is noticeably smaller than the 
rest of the group. He discusses how he feels down about his height, but will often make self-
deprecating jokes that encourage others to look down upon him too. ‘I gotta change myself’, 
he says, ‘to help change others thoughts of me’. By confessing his feelings to the group, he 
constitutes himself, or more specifically, his masculinity, as one that is inferior to his taller, 
burlier peers, however he opens up a positive space for change by acknowledging the new 
self he wants to work on (although it should probably be the other way around, where others 
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need to change their perception of the height/masculinity complex so he can better develop 
his self-esteem).  
In the next exercise, Tom gets the boys to 
imagine they’ve received some tragic 
news ‘from a mate’; they’ve been 
diagnosed with cancer and only have 
three months to live. At this point I begin 
to notice a feeling of affect shimmying 
throughout the room and moving into 
my own body. It is a combination of 
tension, awkwardness, sadness, and 
respectful quiet, a feeling much like the one you experience when on the verge of tears in 
front of others, and are willingly trying to hold them back. Some of the boys begin to cry, so 
does Gus, and so do I. The feeling is highly contagious, circulating both amongst the boys and 
beyond the screen into the bodies of the audience. It plays out much like Anna Gibbs’s notion 
of contagious affect, whereby ‘bodies can catch feelings as easily as catch fire: affect leaps 
from one body to another… communicable affect can inflame nerves and muscles in a 
conflagration of every conceivable kind of passion’ (in Gorton, 2007: 337). Tom now offers 
the boys an opportunity to step to the line again, ‘to do something unmanly, which in actual 
fact is very courageous’. One of the boys confesses through choked words that his dad does 
have cancer, yet has been unable to talk about it with his family. The affect amplifies as the 
boys begin to openly cry, the affect licks up around the room and no one makes an attempt 
to extinguish it. The boys all commend him for getting up to talk about his dad, and another 
boy exclaims through tears, ‘Listen man, if I’ve ever heaped anything on top of you, I didn’t 
realise… I’m so sorry’ (Figure 4).  
This is perhaps the moment in the text that touched me the most, and was able to most 
effectively get boys to a point of emotional expression amongst themselves that didn’t come 
with shame and discomfort about their experience. Having lost a very good friend myself last 
year, also to cancer, it rang so close to what my friends and I dealt with amongst ourselves, 
particularly the often bizarre, heartbreaking, touching, and unknown territory of seeing your 
Figure 4. The boys share an emotional moment. Man Up, episode 
two: 2016 
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friends cry for the first time, and watching what happens when they are faced with the 
experience of saying goodbye. To me, it reaffirmed the ways in which loss of those we love, 
or even just the idea of their loss, contributes so much to the ways in which we make meaning 
in our everyday lives, particularly amongst our friends.  
In this sense, it was a rather effective moment in terms of getting boys to open up to each 
other in a way that didn’t centre as heavily on the more rigid expressions of mateship we 
have seen in other parts of the series. We also do get to start to see how the issues these boys 
face go beyond those they experience amongst other men, but with women. One boy says 
through choked tears that he feels shame for not respecting his mother enough, ‘She’s the 
best thing that has ever happened to me’, he says, ‘I love her so much’. It is the most explicit 
reference to a boy’s sense of self being affected by a woman throughout the whole series, and 
jolts me back into considering the question, what role do women actually play in these 
masculinity projects? 
At the end of the workshop, Gus approaches Tom and asks him, ‘What advice can you give 
fathers out there that have young men?’ Again, women are wiped from this 
masculinity/mental health narrative, and issues that men experience with women as a part 
of their masculinity get left hanging in the balance. This brings me to one of the biggest issues 
with Man Up, which was its inability to include women as more than secondary roles in the 
series, as well as its failure to address those deeper issues men face with femininity, which 
were clearly policing their original inability to express emotions amongst themselves.  
A feminist intervenes 
While Man Up clearly was aware of the ways in which hegemonic Australian masculinity is 
pressuring men to bottle up, rather than express their emotions, they failed to answer just 
why this was beyond the level of the social constructions of a very specific type of Australian 
masculinity. While sociologist Michael Flood scraped the surface of something more when 
he said that one of the biggest things stopping men from expressing emotion was the fear of 
being seen as gay, this could have been taken a step further, to say that just as equally, or 
even more so, they fear being seen as feminine. To me, this was Man Up’s greatest let down 
on a personal/feminist level. Given that the text was operating in a hegemonic framework, 
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how could it have possibly have had a discussion about masculinity without a consideration 
of the ways in which ‘definitions of masculinity are historically reactive’ (Kimmel, 1987: 123) 
to definitions of femininity?  As argued by Paechter, ‘the dualistic relation between 
masculinity and femininity’ effectively positions ‘femininity as without power’ (2006: 256). 
This relationship explicitly involves the subordination of the feminine via its association with 
‘softness’ and emotionality, which become degraded through its position ‘as ‘beneath’ the 
faculties of thought and reason’ (Ahmed, 2014: 3). 
The kind of masculinity explored in Man Up is one that has gained authority, power, and 
privilege specifically through this form of subordination. Everything that the men expressed 
disdain, anxiety, or discomfort for throughout the show had been historically constructed as 
feminine qualities; crying, showing emotion, expressing affection, discussing feelings, nail 
polish, reaching out, and even just jokes about cooking. These are all practices that have been 
heavily associated with women, which in turn have excluded them from occupying positions 
of power, have contributed to their ongoing invalidation as rational decision-makers 
(Ahmed, 2014: 3), as well as their overall systemic subordination in the gender order 
(Connell, 2005: 74). Further, references to women were constantly on the periphery of these 
men’s discussions about themselves in Man Up:  
My wife. My mum. That’s girly. Don’t be a girl. Women reach out more. What 
do you ladies think of blokes showing emotion? It’s hard to know what women 
want these days.  
And yet at no point was there any inclusion in the discussion that men’s issues to do with 
their own masculinity might coincide with their issues with femininity and women.  
It is not that I think these are bad men and that we shouldn’t help, and as mentioned before, 
I was at many times throughout watching the series quite touched by their interactions. 
However, it was unfortunate that a show that was actually able to engage this type of man, 
someone who does occupy so much space in the Australian social landscape, missed out on 
an opportunity to explore how he is entangled with much more than just this exclusive 
category of masculinity, but with other issues to do with feminist questions about women, 
sexuality, class and race. As argued by Connell, ‘a great many men who draw the patriarchal 
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dividend also respect their wives and mothers, are never violent towards women, do their 
accustomed share of the housework, bring home the family wage, and can easily convince 
themselves that feminists must be bra-burning extremists’ (2005: 79-80).  
The emotion work done by feminists to make feelings count should not have been ignored. 
If Man Up wants men to be able to participate in the same cultural practices of emotional 
expression that women have been mocked, ridiculed, and invalidated for then there should 
have been some consideration of the history in which women have made feelings matter. 
This includes, but is certainly not limited to those arguments made by Beverley Skeggs 
(2010) and Elspeth Probyn (1993). As argued by Skeggs: 
Feminists have known for a long time, via the 1980s domestic labour debate 
and its developments, that women’s labour (in its many permutations: care, 
parenting, aesthetic, domestic, affective) has been central to the reproduction 
of capital, but that it has been made invisible, surplus and naturalised, and is 
not counted in theories of value. (2010: 30, emphasis added) 
Further, in Sexing the Self, Probyn provides a detailed analysis of the way in which feminists 
could ‘begin to take the problematic of the self seriously’ by providing ‘an epistemogolical 
basis that could support theoretical uses of the experiential’ (1993: 12). While the men of 
Man Up may not know it, the conversations we can have about emotion, the ways in which 
we can make feelings matter as valid, theorisable, and sayable experiences about our lives, 
is owed in part to the critical work done by feminists such as Skeggs and Probyn.  
Excluding this kind of emotion work, as well as occluding how the men in Man Up are 
entangled within feminine relations and feminist questions conveniently obscured the 
darker masculine relations that are occurring in Australia. For example, Gus Worland can do 
a show about masculinity and be praised, yet every morning he gets to go back and sit on a 
radio panel with Matty Johns, who in 2002 had group sex with a 19 year old woman who was 
‘left suicidal’ (Griffiths, 2009: para 3) after the incident. When the story came out Johns lost 
his job with Channel Nine, and the woman faced calls that she ‘ruined his life’ (Sydney Man 
in Griffiths, 2009: para 17). Today he sits on a breakfast slot radio show to address the nation 
every morning, which is hardly evidence of a life ruined. And still, when women speak out, 
and speak up for what they believe in, they constantly bear the brunt of being called witches, 
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liars, feminazis, over-emotional, too dramatic, are told that the patriarchy isn’t real, that 
feminism is irrelevant, and at worst, face the threat of violence, rape, or murder. 
So, if the men at the centre of Man Up’s concern are being incited to improve their masculinity 
based upon the clearly exclusionary and problematic notion of mateship, then this has major 
issues for these men’s overall masculine reinvigoration. By occluding men’s entanglements 
with femininity in the text, Man Up offered a rather convenient method for men to 
deconstruct their masculinity within bounds that wouldn’t be disrupted by voices that aren’t 
counted in discourses of mateship. These are the voices that have the potential to truly 
disturb the logic of hegemonic masculinity on a deeper level, such as women, non-binary 
identifying people, non-heterosexual men, and men who aren’t white.  
I am not trying to deny that suicide amongst these particular men is a problem; men are 
dying, but this thesis aims to give a more complicated analysis of the current state of 
masculinity and mental health in Australia that goes beyond the valuable, but limited ideas 
of social constructionism we were offered in Man Up. It is an issue that is not going to be 
improved by governments saying, ‘hey, why don’t you just have a good yarn to your mate 
about it?’ when first, not all men constitute what it means to be mate, and second, they are 
not able to provide the financial or therapeutic support necessary to improve mental 
wellbeing beyond this exclusive category of masculinity. The services explored by Man Up 
such as Mate4Mate, Mate Helping Mate, and Mates in Construction, are all for farmers, 
labourers, and ex-military officers. It is not that these services are inefficient or that that men 
shouldn’t have their own services; their material realities have all effected how they now 
experience and live out their masculinity/mental health complexes and deserve to be treated 
as such. However, if you were a man who engaged with Man Up, hoping to find some 
pathways to help, and you didn’t fit this category of masculinity, where would you look? 
Further, there are also those issues that there just isn’t therapy for, but are very much so 
embedded in lived experiences of mental health and masculinity for these same men. This 
includes, drought, globalisation, and the devaluing of manual labour, amongst many others. 
This leads me to my final chapter, where I will consider how the issue of health and 
masculinity is more than just a matter of social constructs, and is deeply entwined with those 
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material realities that are crucial to how not only these men, but many others experience 
themselves and their health.  
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Chapter Three. More than masculine constructs: 
Materialities of mental health and manhood 
One of the most striking links tying together Man Up’s men and their mental health journeys 
was, quite simply, their bodies. In most cases, especially for those men who received their 
own dedicated segments, namely the labourers, farmers, and ex-military officers, these men 
were hard-working, manual labouring bodies, whose collective labour is critical to the 
ongoing economic, cultural, and political production of the Australian nation, in terms of 
infrastructure, identity, and defence, among others. These bodies were constantly celebrated 
throughout Man Up in glorious slow-motion shots of men shearing sheep, labourer’s hands 
working with heavy machinery, and military men running a sail boat, and were at times even 
intercut with the vision of the Australian flag flying in the wind. The image of their tough 
bodies at work were so obviously critical to signifying what masculinity actually is in Man 
Up. However, there was little consideration given to how these specific bodies in all their 
capacities - in how they move, sweat, lift, tear, strengthen, tire, impress and are impressed 
upon – would also be deeply embedded within how these men come to experience 
themselves, their masculinity, and their mental health. 
 
 
Yet it is insufficient to say that it is just the locus of the body that is responsible for these 
lived experiences, as it occludes the ways in which social/cultural/economic conditions and 
realities are also enmeshed within how men come to live out their bodies. They can be 
Figure 5. Gus at the farm. Man Up, episode 
two: 2016 
Figure 6. Gus and ex-military officers set sail. Man Up, episode 
two: 2016 
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shaped and understood by fragile and uncertain conditions such as drought, new 
technologies, and globalisation, circumstances for which there is no simple therapy for, and 
cannot be improved through stronger ideological ties to mateship. In turn, Man Up, in its 
concentration on self-improvement, effectively reflects the broader issues to do with 
neoliberal governmentalities, whereby people are made responsible for themselves, rather 
than taking social conditions, which are heavily influenced by government policy, as a 
primary source for how people come to experience their lives.   
Labouring/Globalising/Shifting 
While I have argued that Man Up was concerned with certain masculinities because of what 
they mean to the Australian nation in terms of identity and mateship, I want to now suggest 
that they were also critical targets of health promotion because of their labour. As argued by 
Turner, ‘health is a form of policing which is specifically concerned with the quality of the 
labour force’ (1997: xv), wherein the transformation of the population ‘arguably concerns 
the economic-political effects of the accumulation of men’ (Foucault, 1980 in Turner, 1997: 
xv). The focus on working bodies (labourers, farmers, soldiers) in Man Up is no coincidence; 
in order for the Australian nation to function as an increasingly productive, developing, 
globalising country, then so too must its men, particularly those who do the farming and 
building, and effectively work as the ‘‘backbone’ of the nation’ (National Farmers Federation, 
2017). But the pressure to be the backbone takes a toll on the body, which is intrinsically 
linked to how one is forced to rethink their masculinity when their body has limited 
capacities, yet is being shaped by social and environmental forces out of its control. I will 
focus specifically on farmers and rural men here, both within Man Up and the broader 
context of Australia, in order to flesh out this argument, and provide a more complex picture 
of how mental health/masculinity complexes in Australia go far beyond the pressure to ‘man 
up’.  
This year in Australia, agriculture has become the ‘biggest contributor to economic growth’ 
(Vidot, 2017), overtaking mining with a record value of $63.8 billion (Australian Bureau of 
Agriculture and Resource Economics and Sciences, 2017). Simultaneously, ‘in rural and 
regional Australia, men are up to twice as likely to take their own lives as city blokes’ (Man 
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Up, episode two). But these numbers are a rather impersonal way of describing the 
experiences of farmers in the past few years, so instead I will go to the opposite end of the 
spectrum and discuss the experience of one farmer, Trevor Kearns, a sheep shearer from 
Dereel in southwest Victoria. Trevor has been a shearer for more than fifty years, and in his 
time has shorn more than one million sheep, a feat that requires enormous strength and 
endurance. Over time, however, the amount he earned from shearing a sheep has been 
overtaken by the cost of a pot of beer, with a shear now earning him three dollars, and a beer 
costing him five dollars (Davis, 2017: para 4). ‘Shearers are having to pay more for their beer 
and they’re not getting as much in terms of their wage’, he said, which has led him to stay at 
home to drink, as he can no longer afford to go to the pub (Kearns in Davis, 2017: para 8-17). 
As found by the Mercardo Market Analysis group, part of the reason for the rise in beer cost 
has been attributed to the rise of craft beer in the market (Davis, 2017: para 11), a particular 
way of brewing beer that has a certain middle-class association in its finesse for the ‘small, 
independent, and traditional’ (Kirkegaard, 2011: para 2), over the more mass-produced and 
widely consumed beverages of the working-class, such as Victoria Bitter and Tooheys New. 
Trevor’s story clearly speaks to the devaluing of men’s working class labour in favour of 
middle-class sensibilities, which for Trevor and other farming men has major implications.  
Thinking again about Trevor’s one million sheep, that is an exemplary way to experience a 
body through the strength it takes to handle, shear, and organise sheep in hot farming 
conditions. For Trevor, it is a goal and a skill he has worked towards fine-tuning for more 
than forty-five years (McGrath, 2014: para 1). Yet it is a skill that has become devalued in its 
capacity for economic return, which is further implicated in the value of farming 
masculinities. As argued by Connell, ‘economic circumstance and organisational structure 
enter into the making of masculinity at the most intimate level’ (2005: 36), which is 
particularly so for those labouring men who depend upon the value of their manual labour 
in order to constitute their hegemonic position on the masculine hierarchy. Similar to Mike 
Donaldson’s findings regarding factory workers, farmer’s ‘bodily capacities are their 
economic asset, are what they put on the labour market’ (in Connell, 2005: 55), in the sense 
that their ability to plough, pick, milk, slaughter and shear is their sole means to economic 
capital. When this becomes compromised by changing market conditions, so too does the 
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contribution heavy labour makes to their sense of masculinity, in terms of both the economic 
value of their labouring body to themselves, and what they are seen to be contributing to the 
Australian nation.  
Socialising is also a key theme in farmer’s accounts of mental health and isolation, a practice 
which is influenced not only by masculine social constructs that tell certain men to ‘bottle 
up’, but by those materialities that move, shape, separate, and isolate human and nonhuman 
interaction. A key example for farmers is the introduction of technologised farming practices, 
which are replacing jobs that used to be done by multiple people, and are effectively placing 
greater individual responsibility on farming men. As argued by hay farmer, and founder of 
Mate Helping Mate, John Harper, the decreased socialisation afforded to him after the 
introduction of technology on his farm contributed greatly to his ongoing depression.  
If we used to make hay in the old days, we used to have four to six blokes here. 
We’d have morning tea, we’d have lunch. We’d be yakking and talking… now I 
could do me own hay… I could be sitting in my tractor just stewing. (Man Up, 
episode two)  
Here, a key part of John’s health regime, chatting with his friends, is interrupted and 
reshaped by the unavoidable materialities of farming technologies. While the pressure to 
‘man up’ may have been what stopped him from talking about his feelings of isolation, it was 
the introduction of technology itself that changed the course of how he experiences the 
everyday, his capacity for socialising, and was what effectively led him to bottle up in the 
first place, given that there was simply no one around to speak to. In this sense, while Man 
Up acknowledges changing social conditions as a part of farming men’s masculinity/mental 
health narratives, it represses how this is a collective, not just individual issue, by continuing 
to offer the solution that men should ‘man up’ and say something. It is difficult to offer the 
solution to this problem as ‘have a chat to your mate about it’, when your mates are no longer 
around due to the pressure to produce crops at a faster pace via technology, rather than the 
shared strength of people, if you want to keep up with the global market, as well as maintain 
your value in Australia’s cultural landscape as the ‘backbone’ of the nation. In turn, while 
John’s support group is getting men talking and bringing families to community events, it 
seems to have been created in response to an issue greater than men not wanting to talk 
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about their feelings, but one that was completely out of their control, and that they now bear 
the burden of fixing for themselves.  
Similar can be said about the impact of drought and globalisation on farmers, perhaps the 
two most critical conditions forcing men to rethink their masculinity as well as their 
personal, social, and economic value within Australia. During the drought, it was estimated 
by the national depression initiative, Beyond Blue, that rural men were committing suicide 
at ‘a rate of one every four days’, which was even then considered ‘too conservative’ an 
estimate (in Alston and Kent, 2008: 133). This dark statistic is exemplified by farmer John’s 
experience of the drought: 
When the drought was on, we’d have to shoot sheep… It’s not a short straw, 
between putting yourself down when you think you ain’t worth a cracker. 
(Man Up, episode two) 
John’s experience exemplifies what the material reality of drought – the dried up land, the 
sheep that can’t be fed, and the overwhelming feeling of the ‘big dry’ – does to a person’s 
wellbeing and sense of self. For John, the culmination of the sheep and the shotgun are the 
cause here of the ‘hopelessness, entrapment and despair’ (Laoire in Alston and Kent, 2008: 
136) that is closely linked to suicide amongst farmers. It is these feelings of hopelessness, 
this lack of control over the land that farmers once thought to have tamed, that greatly 
compromises the (colonial) sense of masculinity that used to be constituted by control and 
power over this land and what they farmed on it (Alston and Kent, 2008: 137, 144). Drought 
is not then, just the context in which rural masculinity crises are simply happening, but is an 
active participant in shaping and re-shaping masculine selfhood.  
Globalisation is also deeply disrupting lived realities of rural Australian men. As argued by 
Kenway et al., ‘in altering places globalization puts male (and other) identities and 
relationships under the pressure of change and under pressure to change’ (2006: 4, original 
emphasis), which has major implications for family farmers and mateship. Of significance 
here, is the globalisation of the food supply, whereby small producers are pitted against ‘the 
whims of consumers and profit-hoarding transnational corporations’ by economic policies 
that push smaller Australian farms further into ‘global circuits of food capital’ (Mann, 2010: 
para 2-3). The global food crisis has effectively triggered a global farmland grab, whereby 
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international investors, in a rush to find arable land in places such as the Murray-Darling 
Basin, are threatening the future of family farmers, as their children move away from rural 
towns to seek ‘more viable professions in the city’ (Mann, 2010: para 9). This kind of 
pressure does things to farming towns; it moves, shapes, stresses, and shuts down the 
landscape and its inhabitants.  
For example, Renmark, a rural town on the banks of the Murray River that farms both stone 
fruit and wine grapes, is dealing with the increasing ‘deregulation of domestic markets as 
well as increased competition in international markets’, which has led to commercial 
properties increasing in size as family blocks of land disappear (Kenway et al., 2006: 80-81). 
This entangles farming identities with more than simply the pressure to Man Up, but with 
majorly shifting structures of existence. As Kenway et al. so cogently argue:  
Together these changes are indeed reorganizing space, time and identity in 
Renmark. They are altering the character of blocks and block work and 
requiring new worker identities. Big, highly mechanized blocks are having a 
particular impact on low-skilled workers, the young and on the family lifestyle 
associated with block work… The fluctuations in global markets leave people 
feeling out of control. This air of uncertainty is also attributable to the 'bigger 
is better' sensibility that accompanies globalization and to the predatory 
behaviour of various businesses. (2006: 82) 
From Renmark, to Trevor’s farm in Dereel, to John’s farm in Wagga, and to other farms all 
across Australia, globalised entanglements of existence are putting farming masculinities at 
great risk of uncertainty over their subjectivities, which has implications for how Man Up 
might suggest mateship as a solution to these men’s problems. As farms become more 
isolated, more competitive, and increasingly owned by foreign investors, the resources for 
mateship – the light-hearted camaraderie, and mates themselves – become increasingly 
more difficult to come by, particularly as these globalising pressures build and compress the 
possibility of light-heartedness. In this sense, while Man Up made expressions of mateship a 
highly rewarded way for men to reinstate their loyalty to the nation, as well as an effective 
way to constitute themselves as good blokes and citizens, it occluded the more complicated 
ways these men live out their subjectivities on the farm. Screaming out ‘hey, mate!’ to a 
nation that continues to sees rural communities as living ‘the simple life’ (Kenway et al., 
2006: 10) doesn’t do justice to the complex entanglements that are occurring between the 
39 
 
imagined lives of farmers and the real conditions of their existence. The images of those 
forgotten towns stands in stark contrast to those romanticised visions of this simplified life 
we see in the cheery, wholesome farming ads that are broadcast to the wider Australian 
community.  
For example, on the Coles Dairy page on their website, 
we see the happy image of a humble nuclear family 
perched in the back of their truck, smiling for the 
camera (Figure 7). They are nestled amongst their 
cows, who appear to have an endless plane of green 
pastures beyond them. I click on the image of the 
farming family, and it takes me to the Coles corporate 
responsibility page. Here, Coles declares, ‘Coles is 
committed to supporting our suppliers so they can 
grow their business alongside us and continue to 
deliver great products for our customers’ (Coles website, no date). It conjures up a vision of 
the happy farmers driving their product directly to the store, and shaking hands with the 
manager as they pass over crates of milk, before returning to their quiet farm and waving 
their cattle good night.  
In reality, dairy farmers have almost been quite literally killed by Coles over the past few 
years. In order to get prices ‘Down, Down’, and consumers ‘spending, spending’, Coles 
director of merchandise John Durkan, and his boss Ian McLeod, dropped prices of milk to 
one dollar a litre despite being ‘warned at the time about the potential impact on the dairy 
industry’ (Mitchell, 2016: para 11), effectively sending farmers ‘broke, broke’. Slashed milk 
prices resulted in the cost of producing milk (thirty-eight cents per litre) outweighing the 
selling cost (thirty-seven cents per litre), which pushed farmers ‘to the edge’ (Manser, 2016: 
para 7-8). Gippsland farmer Wayne McDonald said in response, ‘We’re cutting costs left, right 
and centre… the news really hit me when I finally caught up with (my wife) Marian that 
evening, and she looked straight at me and said if it wasn’t for me and the children, she’d 
probably kill herself (in Manser, 2016: para 9-10). At this point, I would dare any government 
to suggest ‘having a chat to your mate about it’ as a genuine fix to this issue.  
Figure 7. Dairy Family. Coles ‘Dairy’website: no 
date 
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There is a paradox between the enormous pressure on farmers to live up to the standard and 
what the Australian nations imagines them to be, and what they actually can be. This opens 
up an anxiety space for farmers, particularly for those rural men whose masculinity was once 
intimately constituted by their hegemonic positioning as the settlers of the land (Alston and 
Kent, 2008: 137). This paradox puts men in a situation where they feel pressured to continue 
to live up to this standard through their labour, cutting whatever costs necessary, whilst still 
remaining out there, invisible from the image of the globalising nation, refining them to the 
simple life that is just not so. As argued by Kenway et al., ‘Masculinity beyond the metropolis 
involves negotiating a colliding 'constellation of trajectories' (Massey) and producing 
assemblages of difference. Few of which involve the simple life’ (2006: 10). 
Self-responsibilising the Man  
Written and authorised by your mum, your dad, and every mate you’ve ever had 
 Your wife, your son, your daughter, your brother, your sister, they’ll all miss ya…  
 These little words are yours to find, with love from those you’ll leave behind. 
So ‘Speak Up’ (Man Up ad campaign, 2016, emphasis added). 
This was the take-home message from the ad campaign run by Man Up at the end of the 
series, which was also played on television and at major train stations. The ‘you’s and the 
‘your’s combined with the affective touches of mums, dads, and mates culminates in a 
message that incites men to enact the health-seeking behaviour Man Up considers so 
valuable, that being, to speak up. It seems then that at the end of these masculinity projects 
the new and improved man is one that will take charge of his emotions, and speak up in order 
to (re-)man up. This ad very concisely draws together the underlying self-responsibilising 
messages of Man Up that peppered the masculinity projects we saw throughout the series, 
which brings me back to my original framing of this thesis, whereby Man Up is deeply 
concerned with governmentality, and the techniques through which individuals are made 
responsible for themselves. This issue doesn’t stop at Man Up, but reflects the broader 
neoliberal agenda adopted by Australian governments in regards to health policy, whereby 
governments remove ‘constraints on market forces and (reduce) government intervention 
in the marketplace’ whilst simultaneously calling ‘on people to become more self-reliant’ 
(Alston, 2007: 195). In this final section, I will explore how Man Up, as a form of public health 
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policy, reinforced an ideology of personal responsibility, which despite potentially jimmying 
apart some of those rigid expressions of masculinity, still places enormous pressure on men 
to fix themselves.   
In the ‘Speak Up’ campaign, Man Up makes use of social marketing, a technique which ‘aims 
to promote ‘social good’ using the methods of commercial marketing’ (National Marketing 
Centre in Crawshaw, 2012: 200). Instead of dictating change through more forceful methods 
of government, the use of social marketing to promote health effectively works to ‘construct 
liberal subjects who are positioned as reflexive health entrepreneurs’ who are ‘willing and 
able to manage their own wellbeing under the guidance of ‘distant’ experts’ (Crawshaw, 
2012: 200). In this sense, re-shaping masculinity in Man Up is sold to men as a do-it-yourself 
project, something you might be able to pick up at your local Bunnings. The project requires 
a few specific tools in order to get the job going; some sort of activity (fishing, sports, sailing) 
that excludes women, a facilitator or ‘expert’ that embodies the definition of the Good Aussie 
Bloke to ensure the tone remains relatively light-hearted, and most importantly, your mates. 
As argued by Crawford, ‘personal responsibility for health is widely considered the sine qua 
non of individual autonomy and good citizenship’ (2006: 402). In turn, the morality 
associated with the health-making practices that men are asked to take on for themselves in 
Man Up is seen as also providing national benefits. 
While there were various technologies of self-improvement operating within Man Up that 
aimed to get men to act on their own ‘bodies and souls, thought, conduct, and way of being’  
in order to ‘transform themselves’ (Foucault in Foote and Frank, 1999: 61), and more 
specifically, their masculinity, each technology aimed to produce the same effect: speaking 
up. Whether it was the intimate one on one chats had by Gus and construction site manager 
Steve Toyer, the ‘Step to the Line’ exercise run by Tom Harkin, the workshops held in a tin 
shed with farmer John Harper, and the ‘Speak Up’ ad campaign, each technology intended to 
produce a good chat, which would effectively aim to re-define the notion that men bottle up 
their emotions. There is nothing wrong with speaking up, and if that was the greatest issue 
plaguing hegemonic masculinity in Australia, then Man Up really did do a fabulous job. Men 
spoke, cried, and listened to one another and at many times offered touching displays of male 
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bonding. While I don’t want to underestimate the affective value of having a good chat, 
masculinity/mental health complexes clearly go beyond getting men to talk.  
By concentrating so heavily on technologies of the self, Man Up gave shape to the 
masculinity/mental health issue as one to do mainly with individual selfhood, and almost 
exclusively made visible exclusionary cultural constructs of masculinity, instead of the 
broader social, political, and economic realities of these men’s existence, which are heavily 
influenced by government policy. In turn, it made the self the locus of the solution, which 
effectively puts this new man at enormous risk of failure if, even after he reforms or re-
shapes his masculinity, he is still facing problems, which he will, if those material realities 
and government policies remain unaddressed. Three key issues stand out here: health 
policies driven by neoliberal values, a lack of financial support for therapy services, and the 
con that is resilience.  
As argued by Alston, since the 1980s Australian health policy has been driven by neoliberal 
values which effectively withdraw ‘safety-net support for the most vulnerable members of 
society’ (2007: 197). One such example that has had lasting effects for service delivery, 
particularly amongst rural communities, was the National Competition Policy introduced in 
1996, which effectively saw the ‘loss of services, increased privatisation of services, a shift in 
the cost burden to rural communities, the creation of distrust between rural communities 
and external bodies, increased pressures on volunteer management committees, and the 
transfer of ownership and control of services out of the community’ (Alston, 2007: 197).  This 
kind of ethos, whereby individuals were made further responsible for themselves, left ‘many 
rural people blaming themselves for their situation’ (Alston, 2007: 197).  
This issue reflects current government responses to mental health service delivery, whereby 
counselling services are pitted in competition against one another through privatisation, 
whilst simultaneously Medicare covered counselling sessions are slashed. In 2011, the 
Federal Government cut the number of subsidised sessions a person can have with a 
psychological professional from eighteen to ten per year, which goes against research 
showing that ‘20 sessions (are) needed for most mild to moderate conditions let alone severe 
conditions’ (Midford in Moore, 2012: para 5). Even then, many counselling services under 
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the Medicare program aren’t bulk-billed, often the ones with shorter waiting times. When I 
attended therapy, as a student living out of home, I was only able to see my psychologist 
intermittently, having to navigate how to space out my ten sessions, as well as when I could 
afford the $50 excess, which was still a subsidised rate from the usual $170.  
Mental healthcare shouldn’t be a mathematical equation, nor should it be a competition for 
services, practitioners and patients, who are forced to compete for funding, for time, and for 
quality in a de-regulated health market. Yet simultaneously, governments have called upon 
the same citizens that they take services away from to become more resilient. As argued by 
Professor Ian Hickie, ‘it’s this con of individual resilience that is part of the problem’, a part 
of a health system that ‘has demonstrably failed to move into the 21st century’ (in Aubusson, 
2017: para 9, 10). It is so awfully convenient then for governments to locate solutions at the 
site of the self. As argued by Crawford:  
the relocation of life problems away from insecure because presumably 
uncontrollable domains of experience to the secure because presumably 
controllable arena of bodily safety and improvement is an attractive and 
prescribed ‘solution’ for political inefficacy. (2006: 416).  
We saw this consistently throughout Man Up, whereby more complex life experiences were 
re-inscribed as being a matter of mateship, which could be enacted by simply asking your 
mate how he’s going, or participating in the more rigorous group therapy programs, all of 
which contained the term ‘mate’; mental stress as a result of vigorous bodily output on the 
construction site could be aided by mateship, trauma sustained from war could be aided by 
mateship, increased isolation as a result of technology and drought on the farm could, again, 
be aided by mateship. Given mateship’s popularity amongst these men, it was a nifty way 
through which Man Up could incite ‘the desire within autonomous individuals to choose to 
follow the imperatives set out by health promoting agencies’ (Ayo, 2012: 100) without 
adopting more practical responses that would perhaps have them provide access to routine 
mental health checks (at a greater cost to the government), and in turn ensuring that they 
are ‘willfully regulating themselves in the best interest of the state’ (Lupton in Ayo, 2012: 
100).  
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More than just willful incitement, Man Up also deployed an element of risk around men and 
mateship practices, stating from the beginning of the series that ‘men all around the country 
are at enormous risk (of suicide)’ (episode one). Risk is a particularly effective neoliberal 
tool for ‘stimulating a sense of panic, a sense of urgency, and a sense that action must be 
taken now’ (Ayo, 103). If then, Man Up’s man fails to save his mates, or himself, it is his 
responsibility, not that of the state. In turn, we see how Man Up’s mentality of rule was 
ultimately to get men to act now, on themselves, and for themselves, as well as for the good 
of the nation and the mates who make it so bloody good.  
In my conclusion, I will re-trace my Man Up journey in order to think about mental 
healthcare/masculinity futures, and to consider, how we might go beyond Manning Up. 
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Conclusion: Beyond Manning Up 
Throughout my thesis, I have traced Man Up’s complex entanglements with governmentality, 
health, nationhood, mateship, masculinities, and materialities of existence. Exploring these 
entanglements has allowed me to unpack how the process of Manning Up goes far beyond 
the pressure to bottle up and release emotions. It is deeply concerned with a certain 
constrained category of heterosexual/homosocial/hegemonic masculinity that effectively 
constitutes what it means to be a mate, and thus, a ‘real’ man in Australia. Not only does this 
occlude the many other masculinities that may be entwined within this mental health crisis 
from its narrative, it makes re-shaping masculinity a matter of self-improvement, rather than 
taking into consideration those broader social, economic, and political conditions that are 
simultaneously disrupting men’s lives. It leaves us with a deeply complicated situation where 
not only are men expected to re-shape their masculinity in order to solve the suicide crisis, 
they are still required to maintain a certain standard of hegemonic and nationalistic 
masculinity in order to fit into Man Up’s narrative. To ‘man up’ then, after intervention, 
seemingly means to speak about your emotions, but still be strong, to embrace feminine 
qualities, but to not become feminine, to allow yourself to talk to your mates, but still hold 
yourself accountable for your own shortcomings as this new Man. Manning up, as the show 
redefines it, effectively still places enormous pressure on men to maintain a rigid category 
of gender identity and experience in a highly individualised framework, which reaffirms just 
how heavily gendered practice can be policed by techniques of government .  
It is so critical then to move beyond Manning Up, and consider the relations between these 
masculinities amongst others, particularly those who are deliberately excluded from the 
hegemonic category, such as gay men, women, and people of colour, yet who are 
simultaneously implicated within this issue. This year in Australia, we have seen the already 
vulnerable LGBTQIA community exposed to the viciousness of the plebiscite ‘debate’, which 
has sparked a ‘20 per cent increase in people accessing LGBTI support services’ (ABC News, 
2017: para 3). Yet Malcom Turnbull has claimed no responsibility for these issues, and 
persists to assert that Australians ‘have demonstrated that they can have a respectful 
discussion’ (in Karp, 2017: para 14). If respectful means taking to the skies to write ‘VOTE 
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NO’, if respectful means graffitiing ‘NO’ on the fences of my friend’s streets that proudly don 
the rainbow flag, if respectful means intimidatingly telling me to ‘Vote No’ at universities and 
train stations, then I suggest Turnbull buy himself a dictionary.  
Racism is also having major impacts on people’s health, education and social life, effectively 
causing ‘anxiety, depression and psychological distress’ (Priest et al., 2013: 122), and 
effectively contributing to the ongoing systemic and emotional violence against marginalised 
groups in Australia. In 2010, Indigenous youth suicide was 80 per cent of total Australian 
suicides, yet simultaneously governments continue to ignore the calls from Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander people for ‘greater community involvement’, and let ineffective 
‘outside programs’ dictate their lives (Australians Together website, no date). By occluding 
race from its narrative, Man Up effectively did a disservice to these groups, and reified the 
normality of whiteness in Australia, and what we imagine ‘real’ Aussie blokes to look like.  
Further, the issues women experience with men cannot be separated from those to do with 
hegemonic masculinity, particularly when we consider the high rates of physical, domestic, 
and sexual violence amongst women in Australia. On average, at least one woman a week is 
killed by a partner or former partner in Australia. One in three Australian women have 
experienced physical violence since the age of fifteen. One in five Australian women have 
experienced sexual violence. Eight out of ten women aged eighteen to twenty-four were 
harassed on the street in 2015 (Our Watch website, no date), including myself, often from 
the mouth of tradies, the same Good Aussie Blokes that I have spent the past ten months 
considering the well-being of. This is why it was so important that Man Up address women 
and femininity in relation to breaking down these masculine norms, as not only would it 
improve men’s lives, and the ways in which they relate to women, but women’s lives as well, 
and perhaps even decrease the volatile and fearful ways in which we encounter men.  
Women are not silent in these mental health/masculinity narratives. In writing this thesis, I 
have found myself having endless conversations with the men around me about it, and in 
ways I have acted as a useful resource for them as we discuss my research and reconsider 
those accepted truths about masculinity, and what it means to be a man. In considering 
masculinities in relation to other shifting categories of identity, we might find then that these 
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Good Aussie Bloke masculinities are actually in flux, and are interacting with, and being re-
shaped by forces greater than themselves. While these masculinities may never reach a final, 
idealised form, they are certainly not stagnant; they can continue to shift, move, and re-shape 
as we think through forms of selfhood and those collective conditions of existence that place 
pressure on men to move with them.  
Much like the masculinities in Man Up, this thesis is something I have both worked with, and 
struggled against in an attempt to make sense of certain selfhoods, patterns of knowledge, 
and how we are situated amongst them. In this sense, I am indebted to the tools of thought I 
have gained from the rich, complex, and dynamic world of gender and cultural studies. These 
tools have allowed me to deconstruct, reassemble, disentangle, complicate and put into 
words the complex ways through which we understand identities and lived experiences. 
Critically, they have allowed me to think about how we move beyond Manning Up, or any 
other rigid category of gender that delimits our capacities, and allow not just these men, but 
ourselves, in all our capabilities, entanglements, flaws, thoughts, and desires, to just be.  
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